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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-30 have been considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-30 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Regarding claim 1 , it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to handle a request 
asynchronously when it is a synchronous request. Examiner interprets claim 1 as a catalog server in a 
database management system that is unavailable and processes an asynchronous request for a unique 
identifier from a requesting entity. 

5. Regarding claim 5, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
the requesting entity is an operating system. Examiner interprets claim 5 as determining whether the 
requesting entity includes an operating system. 

6. Regarding claim 6, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
one of an operating system and the database management system are being loaded. Examiner 
interprets claim 6 as in claim 5. 

7. Regarding claim 9, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
one of an operating system and the database management system are being loaded. Examiner 
interprets claim 9 as in claim 6. 

8. Regarding claim 1 1 , it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to handle a request 
asynchronously when it is a synchronous request. It is further unclear as to the metes and bounds 
regarding how to determine whether the requesting entity has authority to use the restricted identifier. 
Examiner interprets claim 1 1 as a catalog server in a database management system that is unavailable, 
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which processes an asynchronous request for a unique identifier from a requesting entity, and checks for 
authority. 

9. Regarding claim 13, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
one of an operating system and the database management system are being loaded. Examiner 
interprets claim 13 as determining whether the requesting entity includes an operating system. 

10. Regarding claim 14, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
one of an operating system and the database management system are being loaded. Examiner 
interprets claim 14 as in claim 13. 

11. Regarding claim 16, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
one of an operating system and the database management system are being loaded. Examiner 
interprets claim 16 as in claim 14. 

12. Regarding claim 19, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to handle a request 
asynchronously when it is a synchronous request. It is further unclear as to the metes and bounds 
regarding how to determine whether the requesting entity has authority to use the restricted identifier. 
Examiner interprets claim 19 as a catalog server in a database management system that is unavailable, 
which processes an asynchronous request for a unique identifier from a requesting entity, and checks for 
authority. 

1 3. Regarding claim 21 , it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
one of an operating system and the database management system are being loaded. Examiner 
interprets claim 21 as determining whether the requesting entity includes an operating system. 

14. Regarding claim 22, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine whether 
a component of a program is being loaded. Examiner interprets claim 22 as a requesting entity with a 
program. 

15. Regarding claims 27-30, it is unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding how to determine 
whether the server is available to process requests and how to determine whether a synchronous request 
may be handled asynchronously. It is further unclear as to the metes and bounds regarding a restricted 
entity being authorized to access the restricted names table. Examiner interprets claims 27-30 as a 
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catalog server in a database management system that is unavailable that processes an asynchronous 
request for a unique identifier from a requesting entity, which checks the server to see if it can process 
asynchronous requests. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

16. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

17. Claims 19-26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. 

18. Regarding claims 19-26, Applicant describes only a program and fails to define a structural and 
functional interrelationship between the program and the computer hardware. The claims equate merely 
to a program per se, which does not serve a specific function, nor provide functionality to obtain any type 
of recited utility. Additionally, no storage medium for the data structure has been specified, e.g. 
embodiment on a computer-readable medium. A signal bearing medium is not necessarily a computer- 
readable medium, regardless of whether the program contained within said signal bearing medium is 
executable by a computer. Because the program is not on a computer-readable medium, it is considered 
non-statutory. See MPEP 2106(IB)(B)(1)(a). Even in cases where nonfunctional descriptive material is 
recorded on some computer-readable medium, it is not statutory since no requisite functionality is present 
to satisfy the practical application requirement. Merely claiming nonfunctional descriptive material stored 
in a computer-readable medium does not make it statutory. Such a result would exalt form over 
substance. See In re Sarkar, 588 F.2d 1330, 1330, 200 USPQ 132, 137 (CCPA 1978). "Nonfunctional 
descriptive material" includes but is not limited to music, literary works and a compilation or mere 
arrangement of data, i.e. a program, such as the one claimed. Where certain types of descriptive 
material, such as music, literature, art, photographs and mere arrangements or compilations of facts or 
data, are merely stored so as to be read or outputted by a computer without creating any functional 
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interrelationship, either as part of the stored data or as part of the computing processes performed by the 
computer, then such descriptive material alone does not impart functionality either to the program, or to 
the computer. See MPEP 2106(IV)(B)(1)(b). The invention, as presently claimed, clearly recites a 
program without a hardware relationship allowing said program to be stored in order for said program to 
be executed by a computer. Examiner suggests that Applicant amend claims 19-26 to a "computer- 
readable medium" in order to overcome the rejection based upon 35 U.S.C. 101. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

19. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

20. Claims 1-4, 7-8, 11,17-19, 23, 25-30 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Johnson et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,535,908). 

21 . Pertaining to claim 1 , Johnson discloses a catalog server in a database management system that 
is unavailable [column 2, lines 1-18, where putting a message in a queue means the system is 
unavailable to process the request immediately] and processes an asynchronous request for a unique 
identifier from a requesting entity. [Column 2, lines 12-15] 
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22. Pertaining to claim 2, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing restricted names for system elements, [column 1, lines 47-52 disclose decoding 
blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable for database searching and retrieval, which Examiner 
considers accessing a data structure. An example request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, where 
TCNUMBER is a restricted name for system elements.] 

23. Pertaining to claim 3, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing restricted unique identifiers for system objects. [Column 1 , lines 47-52 disclose 
decoding blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable for database searching and retrieval, which 
Examiner considers accessing a data structure. An example request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, 
where TCNUMBER is a restricted unique identifier for a system object.] 

24. Pertaining to claim 4, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing restricted names for system objects comprising at least one of triggers and 
constraints, [column 1, lines 47-52 disclose decoding blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable 
for database searching and retrieval, which Examiner considers accessing a data structure. An example 
request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, where TCNUMBER is a restricted name for system elements. 
Examiner considers other given parameters such as START_DT and PRI constraints.] 

25. Pertaining to claim 7, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson further discloses accessing a 
template [name table with unique identifiers, column 10, lines 2-5] to determine whether processing can 
continue [column 10, lines 8-9. Examiner considers temporary halting of processing to be an 
asynchronous request]. 

26. Pertaining to claim 8, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson further discloses accessing a 
template [name table with unique identifiers, column 10, lines 2-5. Examiner considers the template to 
have equivalent functionality to the name table.] to determine whether processing can continue [column 
10, lines 8-9. Examiner considers temporary halting of processing to be an asynchronous request. The 
template performs the same functionality of the name table, which is checking requests and ensuring they 
are valid before processing the request. This functionality is present regardless of whether the unique 
identifiers are reserved for use by an operating system]. 
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27. Pertaining to claim 11, Johnson discloses a catalog server in a database management system 
that is unavailable [column 2, lines 1-18, where putting a message in a queue means the system is 
unavailable to process the request immediately] and processes an asynchronous request for a unique 
identifier from a requesting entity. [Column 2, lines 12-15]. The request from the entity is checked to 
ensure it has authority to use the restricted unique identifier [column 6, lines 6-8, where filtering the 
request is considered to include verifying authority to use the identifier] 

28. Pertaining to claim 17, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 1 . Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing a plurality of restricted unique identifiers for system elements. [Column 1, lines 
47-52 disclose decoding blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable for database searching and 
retrieval, which Examiner considers accessing a data structure. An example request is given in column 4, 
lines 57-67, where TCNUMBER is a restricted unique identifier for system elements. Examiner considers 
other given parameters including OSW_NAME and TSW_NAME unique identifiers.] 

29. Pertaining to claim 18, Johnson is applied as in claim 17. Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing restricted names for system objects comprising at least one of triggers and 
constraints. [Column 1, lines 47-52 disclose decoding blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable 
for database searching and retrieval, which Examiner considers accessing a data structure. An example 
request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, where TCNUMBER is a restricted name for system elements. 
Examiner considers other given parameters such as START_DT and PRI constraints.] 

30. Pertaining to claim 19, Johnson discloses a catalog server in a database management system 
that is unavailable [column 2, lines 1-18, where putting a message in a queue means the system is 
unavailable to process the request immediately] and processes an asynchronous request for a unique 
identifier from a requesting entity. [Column 2, lines 12-15]. The request from the entity is checked to 
ensure it has authority to use the restricted unique identifier [column 6, lines 6-8, where filtering the 
request is considered to include verifying authority to use the identifier] 

31 . Pertaining to claim 23, Johnson is applied as in claim 19. Johnson further discloses that 
determining whether a request is asynchronous is done by an interface. [The interface determines 
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whether or not to process the request and how to handle it. Equivalent functionality is found in column 9, 
line 41 - column 10, line 9.] 

32. Pertaining to claim 25, Johnson is applied as in claim 19. Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing restricted names for system elements. [Column 1 , lines 47-52 disclose decoding 
blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable for database searching and retrieval, which Examiner 
considers accessing a data structure. An example request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, where 
TCN UMBER is a restricted name for system elements.] 

33. Pertaining to claim 26, Johnson is applied as in claim 25. Johnson further discloses accessing a 
data structure containing restricted names for system objects comprising at least one of triggers and 
constraints. [Column 1 , lines 47-52 disclose decoding blocks of incoming data in order for it to be suitable 
for database searching and retrieval, which Examiner considers accessing a data structure. An example 
request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, where TCNUMBER is a restricted name for system elements. 
Examiner considers other given parameters such as STARTJDT and PRI constraints.] 

34. Pertaining to claims 27-30, Johnson discloses a catalog server in a database management 
system that is unavailable [column 2, lines 1-18, where putting a message in a queue means the system 
is unavailable to process the request immediately] and processes an asynchronous request for a unique 
identifier from a requesting entity. [Column 2, lines 12-15]. The server is check to determine whether it is 
available to process asynchronous requests. [Column 2, lines 1-18. If there are no messages in the 
queue the system is able to process the asynchronous request. If there are messages in the queue, the 
system is busy and unable to process the request at that time. A names table is present to verify access 
of unique identifiers [Figure 14, item 812, templates for verification is considered a names table because 
the Templates for Verification are used to ensure the request is proper before proceeding. This is the 
equivalent functionality of the names table, which checks to see if the entity requesting the information 
has the proper authority to get the information before allowing it to proceed.] 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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35. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

36. Claims 5-6, 9-10, 12-16, 20-22, 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Johnson in view of Kardos et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,430,562). 

37. Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson fails to disclose the requesting entity may be an 
operating system. 

38. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

39. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19], 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

40. Pertaining to claim 6, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity may be an operating system. 

41 . Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

42. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 
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43. Pertaining to claim 9 f Johnson is applied as in claim 1 . Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity may be an operating system. 

44. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

45. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously 

46. Pertaining to claim 10, Johnson and Kardos are applied as in claim 9. Kardos fails to disclose 
accessing a data structure containing a plurality of restricted unique identifiers and determining if the data 
structure contains a specific unique identifier. 

47. Johnson discloses accessing a data structure containing a plurality of restricted unique identifiers 
for system elements, [column 1, lines 47-52 disclose decoding blocks of incoming data in order for it to be 
suitable for database searching and retrieval, which Examiner considers accessing a data structure. An 
example request is given in column 4, lines 57-67, where TCNUMBER is a restricted name for system 
elements Examiner considers other given parameters including OSW_NAME and TSW_NAME unique 
identifiers.] The data structure is checked for a specific restricted unique identifier [column 6, lines 6-7, 
where filtering and parsing the request is considered by Examiner to include checking for a specific 
restricted unique identifier]. 

48! Pertaining to claim 12, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 1 . Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity may be an operating system. 

49. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 
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50. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

51 . Pertaining to claim 1 3, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 1 . Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity has an operating system present. 

52. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

53. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

54. Pertaining to claim 14, Johnson is applied as in claim 11. Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity has an operating system present. 

55. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

56. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

57. Pertaining to claim 1 5, Johnson is applied as in claim 1 1 . Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity has a program present. 
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58. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with a program present.] 

59. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with programs to access a database asynchronously. 

60. Pertaining to claim 16, Johnson is applied as in claim 11. Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity has an operating system present. 

61 . Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

62. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously 

63. Pertaining to claim 20, Johnson is applied as in claim 19. Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity may be an operating system. 

64. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

65. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
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Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

66. Pertaining to claim 21 , Johnson is applied as in claim 19. Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity has an operating system present. 

67. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

68. Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19], 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

69. Pertaining to claim 22, Johnson is applied as in claim 19. Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity has an operating system present. 

70. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be an operating system [column 23, lines 14-19. 
Examiner considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers 
to be requesting entities with an operating system.] 

71 . Johnson states that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with operating systems to access a database asynchronously. 

72. Pertaining to claim 24, Johnson is applied as in claim 19. Johnson fails to disclose the requesting 
entity may be a program. 

73. Kardos discloses that the requesting entity may be a program [column 23, lines 14-19. Examiner 
considers applications running on networked Windows 95 or Windows NT personal computers to be 
requesting entities with an operating system, or a program.] 
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74. Johnson states ,that his database system can be implemented on a network of programmable 
computers [Johnson, column 3, lines 40-42]. Kardos uses personal computers running programs and 
operating systems [programmable computers] to access databases [Kardos, column 23, lines 14-19]. 
Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the networking art at the time of the invention to 
use computers with programs to access a database asynchronously. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-3921 . The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 
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